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PREFACE

Farming is supplying fewer and ifewer jobs to rural residents
in the country as a whole. Yet, in spite of the fact the employ-
ment is shrinking in the farm sector nationally, job vacancies
of a year-round nature continue to be reported in many areas.
Many of the emerging farm jobs however, are on larger, consoli-
dated, commercial-type farms. Often these jobs require consid-
erable mechanical skill.

The purpose of this study was to examine year-round farm
jobs in large-sized enterprises in Iowa, to develop some know-
ledge of working conditions, remuneration, and skills which will
be required on farms in the years ahead.

This report was completed by Kenneth Heitmann as an M.S.
thesis through financial support from the U.S. Department of
Labor's Manpower Institutional Grant Program. Individuals under-
taking projects under government sponsorship are ancouraged to
express their own judgment freely. Therefore, points of view
or opinions stated in this document do not necessarily represent

the official position or policy of the Department of Labor.

Edward B. Jakubauskas
Professor of Economics & Director
Industrial Relations Center




INTRODUCTIOXN

Getting and keeping an adequate supply of labor is a perplexing problem
for most Ffarmers today. They find a myriad of difficult problems facing them
in their search for a "good hired man". The problem is however not a new

one. This is evident in a quote from Card (4) who wrote on the subject in

1909.

"s word should be said about the labour problem itself,
which is one of the most serious difficulties confronting far-
mers at the present time. The development of manufacturing
and other business industries has offered employment at wages
which seemed to be better, even though in the net results to
the labourer they may not have been better. The factory has
offered definite hours, with steady employment and regular
weekly pay. The chance for an independent home has appealed
to many; the fascination of the city or svillage has attracted
others. How to meet the competition induced by these condi-
tions is the problem which faces the farmer. Regular employ-
ment, reasonable hours, and a comfortable, independent home
will accomplish much. The wages paid must yield an equiva-
lent return to those offered by city industries. To make the
labourer understand the difference in the ultimate value of
the dollar in the city and the dollar in the country is the
hardest problem of all.

An encouraging indication is the fact that large farming
enterprises, which demand most labour but which provide the
above conditions, have the least trouble in securing it, even
though farmers in the neighborhood are crying for help."

Much of what he discussed in 1909 is still evident today. Competition

from industry for labor and getting the hired laborer to realize the true
value of his income are very much in evidence. But these are not the only

problems which face the farmer.

L A S A ' L T I B

{ ‘ The lack of skilled men who can perform the jobs required of thom is
often an even greater problem. The consolidation and increased mechaniza-

tion of United States farms supposedly has developed an excess supply of
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iaborers. In 1967 there were about 3.2 million farms in the United States,
a reduction of more than 20% from 1959. Associated with this has been a 47%
reduction in the annual average number of farm workers in the United States
from 9.9 million in 1959 to 5.2 million in 1966 resulting in an apparent
excess supply of workers in the agricultural labor market. A look at the
makeup of these workers and especially the hired workers would indicate that
many of them are individuals who have shifted in and out of the agricultural
labor market many times, often being shunted by both agriculture and indus-
try because of a lack of job skills or education. Perkins and Hathaway (7)
have shown that there is much shuttling of labor between farm and nonfarm
sectors; in fact much more than anyone had realized, but that the net out-
movement is thwarted by general unemployment and by a lack of marketable
skills. Often even though labor is available the work to be performed on
the farm requires skills which the laborers do not possess. Also for many
farmers a problem with hiring a full time laborer is in getting a large
enough return on their investment in him. For these farmers the solution
to their problem is in reallocation of resources or adjustment in size of
their operation to accommodate what labor they have available.

Many of the larger commercial farms do find it profitable to offer
hired laborers the wages and benefits required to keep them in their employ.
Robbins (8) estimated that a hired man must be able to generate at least
$4500 return to labor and management to justify his need. His analysis of
the records of Indiana farm record cooperators for 1964 indicated that on
the average for all farms a gross income of at least $26,900 was required
to generate the necessary $4500 return. This gross figure however, varied

widely depending on type of farm, efficiency of operation, etc.
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Perhaps the crux of the farm labor problem can be summed up with the
following quotes from two different authors. Heady and Tweeten (6) stated

it in the following way:

'Need exists to extend the public investment in education
and employment services for the hired labor force, to allow it
to be better skilled and to allow more flexibility and oppor-
tunity to take advantage of favorable non-farm employment
opportunities. ...an increase in the supply price of hired
labor would lower the demand quantity for it. But in so doing,
the marginal productivity of hired labor should increase and
its return in agriculture should be brought much closer to the
non-farm level of real wage return."

Bishop (2) also comes to this conclusion in his analysis of the problem.

"The problem which should be given highest priority has

two fundamental parts, that is, the slack in aggregate demand

for labor since 1957, and the low level of marketable skills

of the farm labor force generally. The first part of the

problem is at this juncture fairly close to being resolved,

at least until the rate of unemployment begins to rise once

again. The second part is acutely upon us as the unresolved

problem that matters most."

At this point it may be of relevance to raise the question of the need
for concern for the agricultural labor sector. With the ever decreasing
numbers of people needed in agriculture could it be that in a few years the
need for hired agricultural laborers would be so small as to be almost
negligible? This would not appear to be true at least for Iowa. A look at
Table 1 shows that even though agricultural employment has been declining
the hired labor portion has been decreasing relatively less than family
labor in Iowa. From the 57-61 average to the 61-65 average, the decrease

in the United States was relatively equal for both types of labor but in

Towa this was not the case. Though family labor decreased 6.7%, hired
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Table 1. Five year annual average famm employment for U.S. and Iowa by
type and total 1957-19652 (thousands of persons)

&

1957-61 1958-62 1959-63 1960-64 1961-65
U.S. Ia. u.sS. Ia. t.s. Ia. U.S. Ia. U.S. Ia.

#e ‘
"l »

Total 7284 292 7104 291 6907 289 6662 283 6372 275

C e |

Family 5353 254 5197 252 5040 250 4862 245 4655 237

Hired 1931 38 1907 39 1867 39 18G0 38 1717 38

3Source (11).

labor remained constant over the entire period and indeed even rose for a
time. This would seem to indicate the relative increase in its importance

as a source of labor for farmers in Iowa where 25% of the work force is made ;

up of agricultural laborers.

Even though the causes and cures of the agricultural labor problem seem
to have been fairly well defined, the body of knowledge regarding the spe-
cifics of farm labor such as jobs performed, labor relations, character-

istics of laborers, etc. seem to be very small. To quote a recent govern-—

i b B G 4

ment publication (10):

3

"The lack of adequate data on farm labor requires a bench-
mark study that will furnish basic information by States and
major production regions. Through a field survey, information
should be obtained on structural changes in agriculture that
affect employment; characteristics of farms and levels of
mechanization; use of labor, by types and seasonal demand,
including custom and contract work to be done and skills re-—
quired; rates of pay and non-money compensation; and general
labor problems as viewed by producers. This study should
encompass information from workers or potential farmworkers
on their education, skills, earnings, views on farm employ-
ment, and other pertinent matters."

i
1
I
1
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A number of researchers have done research of this type, mcst of them
dealing with the area of labor relations among farmers and their hired men.
We may do well to examine some of their results.

Brown (3) analyzed the problem of acquiring laborers and especially
full-time laborers from the aspect of competition with industry for labor
and labor relations on the farm with the objective of developing a payment
system able to compete with that offered by industry. He listad five areas
in which farm and non-farm employees compete: (1) the cash wage package,
(2) fringe benefits, (3) the wage and benefit agreement, (4) working condi-
tions, and (5) employer-employee relations. In examining these 5 areas in
more detail he develops the following analysis. 1In regard to the cash wage
package the non-farm employers seem to have the edge in that they generally
pay laborers by the hour for a specified number of hours while farmers
generally pay by the month with the hours determined arbitrarily by the
farmer. Fringe benefits must be evaluated by the farmer on a cost and
benefit basis. For many employees the value of a fringe benefit may be less
to them than the value placed on it by the farmer and they would much rather
have an increased size of pay check than the benefit. The wage and benefit
agreement in industry is usually a very detailed written agreement, while
that between the farmer and his employee is generally a loose verbal agree-
ment. As a result, non-farm employers can compete more effectively for the
laborer because he knows what he can expect and what is expected of him.
This leads Brown to suggest that the farmer must develop a written agreement
that is specific in all areas of‘interest to both parties to assure complete
understanding by both parties involved of the requirements of the job, and

the pay to be received.




The on2 zrea of the 5 in which farmers right have an advantage,
according to Brown, is in the area of working conditions. He feels that
working conditions on farms are generally better than in industry and the
problem lies in farmers not doing a good enough job of selling them.

The final area that Brown discussed was that of employer-employee
relations. This is one of the most critical areas for the farmer in the
future. He stated that in the future unless the farmer has the ability to
handle people and the art of getting along with them he will not be able to
compete.

Robbins (8), in a study designed to examine the use of incentive pro-
grams in providing a means of compensating hired laborers, interviewed 173
farm operators in Indiana. The farmers were selected from names obtained
from County Extension Directoxrs of farmers that they knew were hiring full-
time men. When presented a list of 7 different items which might be of
value to consider when trying to keep a man, the farmers listed their
preferences as follows: (1) good labor relations, (2) good wages, (3) ade-
quate housing, (4) good buildings and equipment, (5) vacation, (6) incen-
tive plans, and (7) bonuses. The number of respondents who chose good
labor relations as most important was only slightly more than those who
chose good wages as being most important but these two items were far ahead
of any others on the 1list.

Given and Hundley (5) found the following to be true im their survey of
dairy farmers in Michigan in which they conducted in depth, interviews with
the farmers and their hired men.

(1) The farmers did not pay a wage comparable with industry.

(2) Most had no set policy for days off.
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(3) Most farmers gave no extra pay for overtime.

(4) Most of the men hired on these farms were semi-unemployable
workers.

(5) Most of the hired men were alienated from the community.

(6) Many of the farmers expected their hired-men to take the same
interest in the business that they had.

(7) Most of the farmers did not train their men.

The above conditions were found to exist on the farms. The study also indi-
cated that all of these farmers had difficulty in getting and keeping their
hired laborers.

In contrast to this, several other authors have found that conditions
just opposite of those listed above were necessary in order for farmers to
compete for labor. In interviews with farmers kncwn to be good managers
and successful at hiring labor, Adams et al. (1) and Stock and Saupe (9)
found that good labor relations which include such items as overtime pay,
set working conditions, concern for the employee and proper training were
necessary requirements to keep hired laborers satisfied.

The studies discussed, though of importance in examining the problem of
acquiring hired help, deal only with one area of the problem, employer-
employee relations. There also are othexr areas of concern to the farmer and
to the hired man which have not been considered in detail. These are items
such as skills of workers, jobs to be performed, or in general, changes in
the uses of labor in agriculture. There have been some studies conducted by
the United States government which treat the subject on a national or
regional scale but these are not applicable to a state or local region.

They cannot be used as guidelines for setting up training programs for




potential farm workers or for determining future needs for labor on a state
or local basis because the make-up of farm labor varies greatly over the
country. One area may need a large amount Of seasonal labor such as in the
harvesting of fruits and vegetables and znother may need year round laborers
that can handle complex machinery used on large grain or livestock farms.
This study is an attempt to 100k at some of the characteristics of
farms, farmers, and hired laborers in Iowa to provide a basis for decisions

about labor needs on Iowa farms.




OBJECTIVES AXD METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

Objectives

This study developed out of discussions among several members of the
Agricultural Economics faculty at Towa State University at which time they
noted that very little was known about the farm labor situation on Iowa
farms. More specifically, it was felt that there was a need for informa-
tion about the characteristics of hired laborers, their skiil levels, job
content, and the types of farms and farmers employing them. Out of these
discussions and also because of their interest in this area, the Industrial
Relations Center at Iowa State University agreed to fund such a project
under a manpower institutional giant given by the United States Department
of Labor.

The objectives of the study were developed along with the methodology
in an attempt to examine the total labor available to Iowa farms with
emphasis upon full-time—hired laborers. The following are the 8 objectives
which were developed:

(1) To determine the characteristics associated with the hiring of
full and part time men on Iowa Farms with emphasis on the following areas:
(a) the size, type and location of the farm and (b) the nature of the labor
supplied by the family.

(2) To determine the nature of the wage agreement including prerequi-
sites, fringe benefits, bonuses, salary advancement, etc.

(3) To determine the skills used by farm laborers in performing their
work with regard to crop and livestock enterprises.

(4) To estimate the stability of the demand for farm labor as wage
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rates change.

(5) To determine the common sources farmers use to obtain farm labor.

(6) To gain insight into the aspirations of farm workers, how they
view their present position, their future plans, etc.

{(7) To determine the qualities which farmers would like to see most in
a hired man.

(8) To estimate the future needs for farm employees in Iowa and the

types of training they might require.

Methodology

The study was carried out in three phases, a mail questionnaire, per-
sonal interviews, and farm record analysis. The mail survey was designed
to cover the following areas:

(1) The farm business organization as it relates to the hiring of
labor.

(2) The relation of family labor to hired labor.

(3) Wage agreements and levels as they affect the level of employment.

(4) Characteristics sought in hired labor.

(5) Skill levels possessed by hired farm laborers.

The questionnaire was sent to the more than 2700 members of the Iowa
Farm Business Association (IFBA). This group was selected hecause of their
active interest in farming and thus would be more likely to respond to the
questionnaire. Also they represented commercial farms. In addition to the
survey information, farm record data were available on these same farms
which related to farm labor and thus extended the mail survey information.

Lastly, it was felt that by surveying this group, we would be obtaining
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information from the more progressive farmers in Iowa that might indicate
future trends for labor use on Iowa farms.

The second phase of the study involved personal interviews conducted
with farmers and their full-time men in 6 selected Iowa counties. These
interviews were conducted to determine employer-employee relations, worker
aspiration and other detail which could not be obtained through the mail
survey.

The farm record analysis phase of the study considered data from the
records of the IFBA as they related to farm labor. These 2700 farm records
included those farmers returning the mail questionnaire and thus gave
greater introspection into Iowa's farm labor force.

Finally, data gathered from tlie three separate phases of the study were

summarized and conclusions drawmn.
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SURVEY OF LABOR OX FARMS

A questionnaire was developed and sent to the members of the IFBA of
which there are more than 2700 members. The members were surveyed to exam-—
ine several aspects of their farms as tney related to the labor hired or
not hired by them. The operator was questioned about all types of labor
available to him on his farm including both family and hired labor. A copy
of the questionnaire and the accompaning letter can be seen in Appendix A.
Even though the sample was not random, the IFBA members are located in all
parts of the state and include all types of farms.

The questionnaire, which was kept short in order to insure a larger
response, Was divided into seven secticns as follows:

1. Farm business organization

1I. Family farm labor
I1I. Sources of hired labor

IV. Farm wage rates

V. Characteristics sought in hired labor
VvI. Hired labor information

Vii. Comments

The farm business organization was not obtained in detail since addi-
tional data were available from the IFBA records. These data made it possi-
ble to associate labor characteristics with farm size, type of operation,
etc.

A table was developed to determine family labor use in relation to
the days and seasons family members worked and wages paid them. From

information obtained in this portion of the questionnaire, a determination
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could be made of any relationship which might exist between the amount of
family labor utilized and the amount of labor hired.

The major portion of the questionnaire dealt with the hired labor
utilized by the respondents. The information gathered pertained to all
aspects of the employees including the days they worked, salary and fringe
benefits received, and skill and competence levels of then.

Lastly the respondents were asked to comment on any of their answers
which they felt might need clarification.

All responses were to be given for the farming activities and labor
hirings on the farm for the calendar year 1967. This would enable co-
ordinating the data collected with other sources of information used for

which more recent data were not available. For these purposes, a full-time

laborer was defined as one who worked continuously for a full season or
approximately three months. The respondents were asked not to include
exchange labor or any one whom they had employed for less than 10 days in
1967.

Supplementary to the data obtained on the questionnaire, it was also
possible through the cooperation of the IFBA to obtain information about the
type of farm from which the responses came. This information was not
available for all respondents due to identification problems. Of the 861
usable questionnaires returned and coded, it was possible to obtain farm
type information on 655. These 861 represented a return of more than 35
percent.

The data obtained from the questionnaire was analyzed for several
different groupings. The farms were sorted into those that hired labor and

those that did not, and within these broader classifications, it was also




= B &S e 6=

14

at times useful to look at the data for different farm types, farm sizes,
and economic areas.

The farm types developed for the IFBA and used in this study are as

follows:

(1) Grain farms: Feed fed to livestock is less than 50 percent of the
value of all crops raised.

(2) Specialized beef feeding farms: Feed fed to livestock is larger
than the value of all crops raised. Beef increase is 70 percent or more of
the total livestock increase.

(3) Specialized hog farms: Feed fed to livestock is larger than the
value of all crops raised. Hog increase is 70 percent or more of the total
livestock increase.

(4) Specialized dairy farms: Feed fed to livestock is 50 percent or
more of the value of all crops raised. At least 18 dairy cows, 50 percent

of the total livestock increase must come from dairy product sales. Wo

~ cattle feeding.

(5) Hog-beef farms: Feed fed to livestock is 75 percent or more of
the value of all crops raised. Hog + beef increase equals 70 percent of
the total livestock increase. Neither hogs nor beef less than 25 percent

of the total livestock increase.

(6) lHog-dairy farms: Feed fed to livestock is at least 75 percent or
more of the value of all crops raised. Hog increase + dairy sales is a

major enterprise. At least 12 dairy cows and 20 litters of hogs.

(7) General farms: TFeed fed to livestock is 50 to 100 percent of the
total value of all crops raised. At least 20 percent of the livestock

increase is from each of at least three sources.
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(8) Beef raising farms: Feed fed to livestock is 50 percent or more
of the value of all crops raised. Beef increase is 50 percent or more of
the total livestock increase. Twenty or more beef cows. No large cattle
purchases.

(9) Other: Includes turkey, poultry, and speciality farms plus those
which could not be typed according to any of the above classifications.

The accompanying map (Figure 1) indicates the location of the eight
economic areas of the state used in the analysis and the counties that were
located within each.

The data were not analyzed from all of these aspects for all items
considered because it was sometimes not relevant or not applicable. For
instance, there would be little or no value in looking at how the sources of
labor varied for farms of different sizes. However, there may be some value
in looking at the variation in sources for farms of different types or for

farms hiring labor and those not hiring labor.

Characteristics of Farms

The majority of the farms, 663, were single proprietorships. One-
hundred-sixty-four were partnerships and the balance were either corpora-
tions or combinations of the above. There were no differences between farms
hiring labor and farms not hiring labor in relation to the type of business
organization of the farm.

Tables 2 and 3 indicate how the farms were distributed among economic
areas and also among different sizes in acres. TFor hiring and non-hiring
farms there was no difference among economic areas as to the percent of the

farms hiring some labor. However, there was a difference in the percent of
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Table 2. Number of farms hiring labor and number not hiring labor by

‘ — economic area
Economic area® Hiring farms Non-hiring farms Total farms
<> N.W. # 78 57 135
o % 57.8 42.2 100.0
H
i S.H. g 61 47 108
% 56.5 43.5 100.0
:i N.C. F 34 23 57
% 59.6 40.4 100.0
. C. # 111 87 198
[ % 56.1 43.9 100.0
T S.C. # 27 27 54
k % 50.0 50.0 100.0
s N.E. # 71 35 106
E yA 67.0 33.0 100.0
_ E.C. i 54 36 90
[f % 60.0 40.0 100.0
S.E. 3 53 46 99
Jf yA 53.5 46.5 100.0
i
Total # 489 358 847
% 57.7 42.3 100.0

See Figure 1 for location of economic areas.

farms hiring labor among farms of different size in acres. A higher per—

|
| .
{

centage of the larger farms were hiring labor as might be expected. The

total number of respondents here was less than 861 due to some not indi—

cating a size in acres on their questionnaire. Of the 489 farms that said
they hired labor in 1967, 195 hired only part-time laborers, 193 hired only
full-time laborers and 71 hired both part- and full-time laborers on their

farms.
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Table 3. Number of farms hiring labor and number not hiring labor by size

in acres
Size in acres Hiring farms Non-hiring farms Total farms

1-199 - 15 36 51
% 29.4 70.6 10G.0

200-399 i 153 204 357
% 42.9 57.1 100.0

400-599 i 161 35 246
Z 65.4 34.6 100.0

600-799 # 93 29 122
% 76.2 23.8 100.0

800-999 i 34 10 44
yA 77.3 22.7 100.0

1000 + # 30 4 34
% 88.2 11.8 100.0

Total # 486 368 855
% 56.8 4£3.2 100.0

Table 4 shows the distribution of farms hiring and not hiring labor
among farm types. The percentage of farms in each farm type that hired
labor in 1967 varied greatly between farm types with a low of 27.3 percent
for dairy farms to a high of 66.7 percent for beef raising farms. lowever,
the small number of farms of these two types may make these results some-
what misleading. The table does indicate, however, that some farm types

might be more likely to hire laborers than others.

Contributions of Family Laborers
The use of family and operator labor was examined from the standpoint

of the number of days worked, the seasons worked, and total wages paid.
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Table 4. INumber of farms hiring laber and number not hiring labor by farm

type
Farm typea Hiring farms Non-hiring farms Total farms
Grain farms # 41 46 87
% 47.1 52.9 100.0
Specialized i 26 15 4]
beef feeding A 63.4 36.6 100.0
Specialized it 32 24 56
hog % 57.1 42.9 100.0
Specialized it 3 8 i1
dairy 7 27.3 72.7 100.0
Hog-beef i 173 104 277
% 62.5 37.5 100.0
Hog-dairy i 27 14 41
7 65.9 34.1 100.0
General # 15 16 31
7 48.3 51.7 100.0
Beef raising i 2 1 3
7 66.7 33.3 100.0
Other # 58 50 108
7 53.7 46.3 100.0
Total i 377 278 655
% 57.6 42.4 100.0

qfor detailed description of farm types, see page 14.

Of those children over 18 who worked on the farm in 1967, only those
in college or trade school were considered as family laborers. All chil-
dren over 18, at home and not in school, were considered as hired laborers
if an employer—employee relationship existed. It is possible in a few

instances for a person over 18 and not in school to be classified as a
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fanily worker if a true ecployer—employee relaticnship did not exist. The
most cormon example here would be the father of an operator who, though
retired, may have worked on the farm but without pay or at a reduced wage.
Yo family wembers who worked less than 10 days on the farm in 1967 were to
be considered. Wives and daughters were to be recorded only for work done
on the farm other than household duties. In other words, work normally
performed in running a home, such as the preparation of meals, washing
clothes, etc., should not be counted as work done on the farm.

There was no difference between hiring and non-hiring farms when com-
paring the seasons that various family members worked. Comparing Tables 5
and 6, it can be seen that from the 260 hiring anéd 349 non-hiring farms who
completed this portion of the questionnaire (some farms had more than one
operator), operators worked the year round, wives worked mostiy during the
spring and fall and sons and daughters worked mostly during the summer

months.

Tabie 5. Seasons worked by family members on farms not hiring labor

Family members

Operators Wives Sons Daughters Other
Seasons # yA # yA it yA i Z it yA
Spring 285 99.7 78 94.0 144 43.5 14 36.8 12 92.3
Summer 284 99.3 54 65.1 224 67.7 38 100.0 8 61.5
Fall 283 99.0 75 90.4 135 40.8 11 39.0 10 76.9
Winter 272 95.1 32 38.6 105 -31.7 4 10.5 2 15.4

Total 286 - 83 - 331 - 38 - 13 -

YIS



'

-y

21

Table 6. Seasons worked by family mezbers on farms hiring labor

Family nmermbers

Operators Wives Sons Daughters Other
Seasons E Z i# A i yA # % g %
Spring 371 98.1 61 84.7 111 56.6 8 26.7 16 72.7
Summer 371 98.1 48 66.7 195 98.5 30 100.0 22 100.0
Fall 372 99.2 61 84.7 112 56.6 6 20.0 6 72.7
Winter 358 95.5 33 45.8 75 37.9 6 20.0 11 50.0

Total 375 - 72 - 198 - 30 - 22 -

There were actually very few wives who worked on the farm. Only about
one-sixth of the respondents indicated that their wives had worked on the
farm. In Tables 7 and 8, we can see that, of those that worked, the great-
est share worked less than 60 days. Also there were very few who did farm
work.

The sons of operators were, of course, an important source of labor to
the farm. Even though most sons worked less than 60 days, there were still
many who worked 120 days or more on both hiring and non-hiring farms.

Though not shown, indications were that the total wages paid to chil-
dren (Table 9) appear to be correlated with the total days worked. The
majority of the children were paid wages of $750 or less with a nearly even

distribution between 0 and $750 as days worked increased from 0 to 60.

Employee Background and Job Performance
This section will look at the background, days and seasons worked, and

skills of employees who worked 10 or more days on a farm in 1967.
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U Table 7. Days worked by family mecbers on farms not hiring labor
ﬂ-
: by Family members
] Number Operators Wives Sons Daughters Other
i of days 7 % z % g7 5 7 iF x
=
p- 59 or less 0 0.0 35 46.7 65 36.9 18 69.2 7 58.3
d* 60-89 2 0.9 11 14.7 28 15.9 1 3.9 4 33.3
ﬁ’ 90-119 3 1.4 6 8.0 39 22.2 5 19.2 0 0.0
B
' 120-149 0 0.0 2 2.7 12 5.8 0 0.0 0 0.0
: H’ 150-179 0 0.0 4 5.3 3 1.7 0 0.0 0 0.0
- 180-209 3 1.4 3 4.0 5 2.8 1 3.9 0 0.0
ﬂ’ 210-239 3 1.4 0 0.0 1 0.6 0 0.0 1 8.3
: ﬂ' 240-269 2 0.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
- 270-299 7 33 0 0.0 1 06 0 0.0 0 0.0
i g 300 + 190 90.5 14 18.7 22 12.5 1 3.9 0 0.0
Total 210 100.0 75 100.0 176 100.0 26 100.0 12 100.0

—
W ’

ao—
w )

Full-time is again defined as continuous employment for at least one season

(approximately three months).

L Y

This portion of the questionnaire was completed for 332 full-time

employees and 394 part—-time employees. The tables were completed for those

oo o |
¥ ]

responding to a question. Also, only those responses from farms for which

the type of the farm could be determined were used when the data were
analyzed by farm type, hence the sums do not equal the total sample size at

all times.
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Table 8. Days worked by family members on farms hiring labor

Family members

Number Operators Wives Sons Daughters Other

of days b yA # yA 7 % it % # %

59 or less 2 0.6 31 50.8 65 38.9 16 66.7 5 55.5
60-89 2 0.6 5 8.2 26 15.6 3 12.5 0 0.0
90-119 5 1.6 7 11.5 42 25.1 3 12.5 3 33.3
120-149 1 0.3 3 5.9 14 6.4 0 0.0 0 0.0
150-179 2 0.6 0 0.0 6 3.6 2 3.3 0 0.0
180-209 4 1.3 5 8.2 3 1.8 0 0.0 0 0.0
210-239 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
240~-269 10 3.2 1 1.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
270-299 10 3.2 0 0.0 3 .8 0 0.0 0 0.0
300 + 278 88.5 9 14.8 8 4.8 0 0.0 1 11.1
Total 314 100.0 61 100.0 167 100.0 24 100.0 9 100.0

Characteristics of employees

Part-time laborers were almost exclusively the very young or the very
old. Those under 20 or over 60 years of age accounted for 59 percent of
the part-time laborers. Thirty-six percent were under 20 and 23 percent
were 60 or above. This would seem to indicate that the most available
source for part-time labor is high school students on vacation or semi-
retired individuals. Full-time employees on the other hand were almost
exclusively between the ages of 20 and 59 with the largest percentage, 567%,

between the ages of 20 and 39. The majority of the full-time men were also

married.
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Table 9. Total wages paid to the children of operators

Annual total Sons Daughters
wages paid ¥ yA i yA
$149 or less 54 19.1 20 34.5
$150-5299 37 13.1 10 17.2
$300-5449 54 19.1 9 15.5
$450-$599 44 15.5 10 17.2
$600-5749 55 19.4 7 12.1 :
$750-$899 11 3.9 0 0.0
$900-$1049 19 6.7 2 3.5
$1050-$1199 0 0.0 0 0.0
$1200 + 9 3.2 0 0.0
Total 283 100.0 58 100.0
Days and seasons worked by employees
Because of the definition used for full-time and part-time labor, it

was possible for a man to have worked as many as 200 days and still be
classified a part—-time laborer because he worked a number of different times

throughout the year but for only a few days each time. Likewise, it was

possible for a man to have worked as few as 60 or 90 days and still be
classified as full-time because he had worked those days continuously.
These situations did occur in a few cases as Table 10 indicates. Nonethe-
less, it is evident that most part-time laborers worked less than 120 days
and most full-time employees worked 240 days or more.

For the most part, part—time employees worked during the spring,
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Table 10. Days worked by part—time and full-time employees

Part-time Full-time
Days worked it yA f %
59 or less 218 58.6 4 1.4
60-89 42 11.3 5 1.8
90-119 55 14.8 23 8.2
120-149 19 5.1 8 2.9
150-179 14 3.8 5 1.8
180-209 13 3.5 16 5.7
210-239 1 0.3 1 0.4
240-269 4 1.1 14 5.0
270-299 1 0.3 23 8.2
300 + 5 1.3 180 64.5
Total 372 100.0 279 100.0

summer, and fall on farms of all types with some slight differences among
different farm types as Table 11 would indicate. The number of part-time
laborers working during the winter was understandably lower. Full-time

employees, for the most part, worked all seasons of the year.

Skill and competence levels of employees

The emplo&ers were asked to rate each of the men they employed by
their skill and competence level. They were given the choice of 4 skill
levels in each of two main areas of work, cropping activities and livestock

activities. The four skill levels were: wunskilled, semi-skilled, skilled
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Table 11. Seasons worked by part—time laborers by farm type

Farm

Grain Specialized Specialized Specialized

farms beef feeding hog dairy
Season # yA i yA it % # %
Spring 31 86.1 26 65.0 10 35.7 65 86.6
Summer 33 91.7 28 70.0 19 67.8 48 64.0
Fall 31 86.1 26 65.0 18 64.3 62 82.6
Winter 4  38.9 5 12.5 2 7.1 16 21.3
Total
workers 36 - 40 - 28 - 75 -

3For detailed description of farm types, see page 24.
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Hog~- Hog- Beef

beef dairy General raising Other Total
it % it % # % i % # % # %
8 66.7 5 62.5 41 89.1 23 74.2 31 100.0 210 78.4
7 58.3 5 62.5 38 82.6 23 74.2 20 64.5 220 71.9
8 66.7 4 0.5 31 67.4 21 67.7 22 71.0 222 72.5
1 8.3 1 12.5 14 30.4 10 32.3 8 25.8 70 22.9
12 - 8 - 46 - 31 - 31 - 306 -
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and supervisory. An unskilled man was defined as ore who did tasks
requiring little or no training such as scooping grain or loading bales.

A .emi-skilled man was one who performed intermediate tasks on the farm
requiring some ability to handle equipment but not needing an exacting
knowledge. Examples here would be plowing, disking or operating mechanical
feeding equipment. A skilled man was defined as one who performed tasks
which, because of their importance to the farm or their complexity, were
generally thought to be performed only by the operator. These were such
things as the planting of row crops or the operation of a large grain com-
bine. Men with a supervisory skill level were defined as those employees
who were allowed to make some management decisions on the farm.

The employers also rated their employees by five competence levels as
follows, beginning with the highest competence level:

(1) Given freedom to determine jobs needed to be done and allowed to
carry out these decisionms.

(2) Assigned several jobs and left to do them.

(3) Assigned one task and when completed waits for another.

(4) Works mear or with the operator at all times.

(5) Given menial tasks requiring no supervision.

It can be seen in Table 12 that the majority of the full-time men were
rated as semi-skilled for both crop and livestock skills with a significant
portion being rated as skille in the area of crops. Only a small percent-—
age, 4.7 % and 12.3%, were rated as being on the supervisory level.

For the part—time laborers listed in Table 12, the skill indicated for
the majority of workers under crops was semi-skilled. However, for live-

stock, somewhat less than the majority, but nonetheless a significant
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Table 12. Crop and livestock skills of part-time and full-time employees

e

Full-time Part—time Tetal
# % # % ir yA
L
: Crop skills?
I: Unskilled 17 5.3 55 14.3 72 10.2
Semi-skilled 154 48.3 241 62.8 395 56.2
g; Skilled 133 41.7 76 19.8 209 29.7
i‘ Supervisory 15 4.7 12 3.1 27 3.8
> Total 319 100.0 38 100.0 703 99.9
I: Livestock skills®
N Unskilled 68 21.9 128 47.9 196 31.0
[, Semi-skilled 161 51.9 104 38.9 265 45.9
I‘ Skilled 43 13.9 17 6.4 60 10.4
- Supervisory 38 12.3 18 6.7 56 9.7
Total 310 100.0 267 100.0 577 100.0

ey
" L]

a—

%For detailed description of skill levels see page 28.

portion of the workers were ranked as being unskilled. This may be due to

Beteiivad
]

the fact that in Iowa most part-time workers are hired for field work rather

o

than livestock work.

The majority of both full- and part-time employees were given a com-

s il
L ]

petence level commensurate with that of being assigned several jobs at a

time. Also, from Table 13, it can be seen that 20.7 and 15.2 percent of

-
4

the full- and part-time workers respectively were allowed to determine their

own jobs.

[
[
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Table 13. Competence levels of full-time and part—time employees

a Full-time Part—-time Total
Competence level # % # % # A
1 66 20.7 56 15.2 122 17.8
2 195 61.1 191 51.9 386 56.2
3 50 15.7 76 20.7 126 18.4
4 7 2.2 41 11.4 48 7.0
5 1 0.3 4 10.9 5 0.8
Total 319 100.0 368 100.0 687 100.0

%For a listing of competence levels see page 28.

The age of the employee or the number of years he had worked for an
employer were not found to be related to the competence or the skill levels

of the workers.

Cash Wages Paid to Employees

This section examines the cash wages paid to part— and full-time
employees. The cash wage did not include any fringe benefits or bonuses.

Cash wages paid to part—time employees varied to some extent over both
economic area and farm type as Tables 14 and 15 indicate. Over different
economic areas the largest percentage of the respondents were paying a wage
of $1.50-$1.74 exncept in Southwest Central and Northeast Iowa where there
appeared to be a tendency to pay a lower wage of $1.25-$1.49 an hour. There
was more variation among different farm types. A very large percent, /5,

of the grain farmers said they were paying $1.50 or more for labor. Though
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Table 15. Hourly cash wage paid part—-time employees by farm type

Farm
Specialized

beef Specialized Specialized

Hourly Grain feeding hog dairy

wage # yA # yA # yA i yA
$.99 or less 1 3.0 0 0.0 1 4.0 0 0.0
$1.00-$1.24 3 9.1 1 7.7 5 20.0 1 50.0
$1.25-81.49 4 12.1 3 23.1 8 32.0 1 50.0
$1.50-$81.74 20 60.6 6 46.2 8 32.0 0 0.0
$1.75-$1.99 2 6.1 2 15.4 2 8.0 0 0.0
$2.00-$2.24 3 9.1 i 7.1 1 4.0 0 0.0
$2.25-$2.49 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
$2.50-$2.74 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 o 0.0
$2.75-$2.99 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
$3.00 + 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
Total 33 100.0 13 100.0 25 100.0 2 100.0

3For detailed description of farm types see page 14.

|
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typea

Hog- Hog- Beef

beef dairy Generzal raising Other Total
# yA # yA ¥ yA # yA it % £ %

0 0.0 O 0.0 2 18.2 0 0.0 G 0.0 4 1.5
14 12.6 5 23.8 2 18.2 0 0.0 1 2.2 32 12.2
32 28.8 9 42.9 4 36.4 0 0.0 19 41.3 80 30.4
53 47.7 5 23.8 3 27.3 1 100.0 18 39.1 114 43.3

7 6.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 4.3 15 5.7

3 2.7 2 9.5 G 0.0 0 5.0 4 8.7 14 5.3

0 0.0 O 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.2 1 0.4
1 0.9 O 0.0 0 c.0 0 0.0 1 2.2 2 0.8
0 0.0 O 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
1 0.9 O 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.4

111 100.0 21 100.0 11  100.0 1 100.0 46 100.0 263 100.0
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somewhat less pronounced the same wage also seemed to predominate on hog-
dairy farms and general farms.

There was very little difference over economic areas and farm types
regarding the cash wages paid to full-time employees. Tables 16 and 17
indicate that in all cases except when there was z very small sample size,
the largest percentage of the employees were paid a cash wage between $300-~
$349 per month. Southeast Iowa did indicate a lower wage of $250-$299 as
being most predominant. Even though Northeast Iowa suggested a higher wage,
it should be given less consideration due to the small sample size.

Among different farm types, even though $300-$349 was the predominant
wage, grain farms and specialized beef feeding farms showed a tendency
toward higher wages. On the other hand, hog-beef farms appeared to favor
a lower cash wage with the majority receiving a cash wage ranging from $250-
$349.

Examined from the standpoint of size in acres, Tables 18 and 19, part-
time laborers showed no tendency toward a higher wage as the size of the
farm increased. There did appear to be some tendency toward higher wages
for full-time laborers on farms of larger size in acres. These farms were
perhaps more willing to pay a higher wage due to their greater dependency

on hired employees to perform necessary tasks on the farm.

Cash Wage Limits on Farms
The respondents were asked to estimate the level of cash wages for
part-time and fu.l-time labor that would not force a reduction and would
force a 25 percent reduction in the amount they would hire. This was done

to determine the stability of the demand over different economic areas and
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. Table 17. Monthly cash wage paid to full-time employees by farm type
F Farm
: f: Specialized
- & Grain beef Specialized Specialized
Monthly farms feeding hog dairy
'[T wage it 7 it 7% if Z it 7
b
j $199 or less 0 0.0 2 10.5 1 3.7 0 0.0
' E $200-$249 2 111 1 5.3 3 20.0 0 0.0
]T $250~-5299 2 11.1 0 0.0 2 7.3 0 0.0
¥
it $300-$349 6 33.3 7 37.1 6 22.0 0 0.0
':E $350-$399 4 22.2 5 26.5 3 20.0 0 0.0
: $400-$449 2 11.1 3 15.8 0 0.0 0 0.0
‘il $450-$499 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 50.0
- $500-$549 1 5.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 50.0
ng $550-$599 1 5.6 1 5.3 0 0.0 0 0.0
:ig $600 + 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
fig Total 18 100.0 19 100.0 15 100.0 2 100.0
}

%For detailed description of farm types see page 1l4.
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typea
- Hog- Hog- Beef
S beef dairy General raising Other Total
' # % # % # % #% % # %
; {- 3 2.9 4 30.8 1 20.0 0 0.0 1 3.3 12 5.8
B 10 9.6 0 0.0 O 0.0 0 0.0 2 6.7 18 8.7
, {' 22 21.2 1 7.7 2 40.0 0 0.0 1 3.3 30 14.6
| ,j 39 37.5 5 38.4 2  40.0 0 0.0 9 30.0 74 35.9
a8 16 15.4 0 00 O 0.0 0 0.0 10 33.3 38 18.4
9 8.7 2 15.4 O 0.0 0 0.0 4 13.3 20 9.7
: - 3 2.9 1 7.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 6.7 7 3.4
il 1 1.0 0 0.0 O 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 1.5
” 1 1.0 0 0.0 O 0.0 0 0.0 1 3.3 & 1.9
1} 0 0.0 O 0.0 O 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
f- 104 100.0 13 100.0 5 100.0 0 0.0 30 100.0 206 100.0

e
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farm types and to see how these wage rates compared with the actual cash ,

wages being paid.

The respondents were asked to respond to the question regardless of
whether or not they were currently hiring any labor. If a respondent did
not hire labor he was to answer the question for those levels he thought
cash wages would have to reach to force him to reduce the amount he was
hiring if in fact he were hiring labor.

Looking at all the farms in the sample, for part-time employees, the
largest number of respondents, 40 percent, felt that a cash wage of $1.50-
$1.74 an hour was the highest they could pay without reducing the amount
they would hire (Table 20). Thirty-three percent of the respondents felt
that at a wage of $2.00-$2.24 they would reduce the amount they would hire
by 25 percent and another 35 percent felt that an even higher wage would be
needed. i

For full-time laborers over all farms 45 percent of the respondents f

felt a monthly salary of $350-$450 was the most they would be willing to pay
and not reduce the amount they would hire (Table 21). The wage paid that
would force a 25 percent reduction was spread over a wider range of from
$400-$600 indicating, perhaps in both instances, broad differences of :
opinion as to the worth of a full-time employee.

1f the responses are broken down into those farms that hired some labor
in 1967 and those that did not hire any labor in 1967 and consideration then
given as to what the farmers felt the wage level should be and not reduce
hirings and to reduce hirings by 25 percent, we camn see from Tables 22 and
23 that for part—time laborers, there was no change. The largest number

among both hiring and non-hiring farms still felt that $1.50-51.74 was the
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Table 20. Level of hourly cash wage affecting the amount of part—time
labor hired

- Highest level Level forcing a
; of no reduction 257 reduction
Hourly No. of No. of

!I; wage respondents yA responQents %
' $.99 or less 2 0.3 1 0.2
][‘ $1.00-$1.24 12 1.8 1 0.2
$1.25-51.49 55 8.5 6 1.3
E $1.50-$1.74 260 40.2 46 10.0
E $1.75-$1.99 82 12.7 76 16.6
‘ $2.00-52.24 175 27.1 154 33.6
[E $2.25-$2.49 8 1.2 27 5.9
. $2.50-$2.74 43 6.7 82 17.9
di $2.75-$2.99 1 0.1 9 2.0
i $3.00 + 8 1.2 57 12.4
Total 646 100.0 459 100.0

highest amount they would pay for their present level of labor utilization
and that $2.00-$2.24 was the amount at which they would decrease hirings by
25 percent. For full-time laborers the wage at which they would not reduce
the amount they would hire was between $400-$449 per month for both farms
which had hired labor in 1967 and those which had not. However, the level
at which they would have reduced full-time labor hirings appeared to be
somewhat higher for farms that had hired labor with a full 20 percent of

them feeling the wage would have to reach at least $600 or more before they

I
I
l
I
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Table 21. Level of monthly cash wage affecting the amount of full-time
labor hired

Highest level Level forcing a

of no reduction 257 reduction
Monthly No. of No. of
wage respondents % respondents %
$199 or less 12 3.1 5 1.9
$200-$249 16 4.1 4 1.5
$250-$299 15 3.9 7 2.6
$300-$349 59 15.2 22 8.3
$350-$399 61 15.7 13 4.9
$400-$449 117 3C.1 58 21.9
$450-$499 28 7.2 31 11.7
$500-$549 61 15.7 64 24.2
$550-$599 3 0.7 12 4.5
$600 + 17 4.3 49 18.5
Total 389 100.0 265 100.0

would reduce the amount they would hire. This fact may indicate that some
farmers who are not now hiring laborers are underestimating its value or
perhaps those farms hiring full-time men are more specialized and cannot
easily switch to less labor ;ntensive enterprises.

Looking at the wages paid to labor, not from the standpoint of farms
that are hiring labor and not hiring labor but from the standpoint of farm
types, the results are much the same. Tables 24-27 show that among various

farm types, the wages at which labor hirings would not be reduced and would
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be reduced by 25 percent did not vary significantly from those stated
earlier. One might suspect that on certain farm types where labor was a
more important or restraining factor in the operation of the farm, there
would be a more stable demand for it but the results here do not indicate
that such is the case.

Examined from the standpoint of size in acres for part-time laborers,
Tables 28 and 29, there is again little difference among farms of different
size with $1.50-$1.74 and $2.00-$2.24 as the wages forcing no reduction and
25 percent reduction respectively in part—time labor hirings. However, for
full-time labox=.:s, Tables 30 and 31, there is a definite trend tcwards a
more stable demand on farms of larger size in acres. On farms of 800 acres
or more, wages as high as $500 per month or more were stated zs being
needed to force a 25 percent reduction where as on farms of smaller size,
$400 was a sufficient wage to force a reduction.

In summary it would appear that for part—time laborers, regardless of
how the farms are divided up the highest wage allowable and not force a
reduction in hiring is $1.50-$1.74 and $2.00-$2.24 to force a 25 percent

reduction in hiring. For full-time laborers, $400-$449 appeared to be the

highest wage at which no reduction in hiring would occur. However the wage
to force a 25 percent reduction varied between different farm typec and
sizes with larger sizes allowing higher prices.

Also, when these cash wages are compared with those actually being
paid, it would appear that part—-time labor is already at the highest level
most farmers would be willing to accept before they start reducing the
amount they would hire. The cash wages of full-time employees might how-
ever, rise from their present level of $300-$349 to as high as $400 or $450
before there would be any appreciable reduction in the number hired. This

appeared to be especially true for larger sized farms.
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Table 28. Highest level hourly cash wage not affecting the amount of part- j
time labor hired by farm size in acres 3

!

P
| ]

e
{ ig 1-199 200-399 400-599
_ Nc. of No. of No. of
EI Hourly respond- ) respond— B respond- )
F k= wage ents A ents % ents %
{ %1 $.99 or less 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 1.1
: _; $1.00-$1.24 2 5.6 5 1.8 5 2.8
| | $1.25-$1. 49 3 8.3 27 9.7 14 7.9
: —§ $1.50-$1. 74 15 41.7 123 44.1 67 37.6
: 1‘ $1.75-$1.99 4 11.1 31 11.1 26 14.6
1 i} $2.00-$2.24 9 25.0 7% 26.5 48  27.0
N $2.25-$2. 49 1 2.8 5 1.8 1 0.6
l; $2.50-$2.74 2 5.6 11 3.9 11 6.2
_ ' §2.75-$2.99 0 0.0 1 0.4 0 0.0
lé $3.00 + 0 0.6 2 0.7 4 2.2
Total 36  100.0 279  100.0 178  100.0
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Size in acres

600-799 800-999 1000 + Total
No. of No. of No. of No. of
respond- respond- respond- respond-
ents yA ents yA ents % ents yA
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 0.3
1 1.1 1 2.7 0 0.0 14 2.2
4 4.5 3 8.1 4 13.3 55 8.5
38 42.7 11 29.7 7 23.3 261 40.2
9 10.1 4 190.8 8 26.7 82 12.6
26 29.2 10 27.0 8 26.7 175 27.0
0 0.0 1 2.7 0 0.0 8 1.2
9 10.1 7 18.9 3 10.0 43 6.6
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.1
2 2.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 8 1.2
89 100.0 37 100.0 30 100.0 649 100.0
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Table 29. Level of hourly cash wage forcing a 257 reduction in the amount
cf part-time labor hired by farm size in acres

1-199 200-399 400-599
No. of No. of No. of

Hourly respond- respond- respond-

wage ents Z ents % ents yA
$.99 or less 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.8 ]
$1.00-$1.24 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.8 i
$1.25-$1.49 1 5.9 1 0.5 3 2.3 %
$1.50-$1.74 3 15.0 21 11.0 15 11.5 ;
$1.75-$1.99 3 15.0 29 15.2 25 20.0
$2.00-$2.24 6 30.0 72 37.7 40 30.7
$2.25-$2.49 2 10.0 11 5.8 6 4.6
$2.50-$2.74 5 25.0 35 18.3 | 20 15.4
$2.75-$2.99 0 0.0 4 2.1 1 0.8
$3.00 + 0 0.0 18 9.4 17 | 13.1

Total 20 100.0 191 100.0 130 100.0
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Size in acres

600-799 800-999 1000 + Total

No. of No. of No. of No. of

respond- respond- respond— respond-
ents % ents A ents % ents %
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.2
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.2
0 0.0 1 2.9 0 0.0 6 1.3
4 6.3 3 8.6 2 9.5 48 10.4
11 17.2 ) 17.1 0 0.0 75 16.3
18 28.1 8 22.9 9 42.9 153 33.2
7 10.9 2 5.7 0 0.0 28 6.1
12 18.7 4 11.4 6 28.6 82 17.8
0 0.0 1 2.9 2 9.5 8 1.7
12 18.7 10 28.8 2 9.5 59 12.8
64 100.0 35 100.0 21 106.0 461 100.0
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Table 30. Highest level of monthly cash wage not affecting the amount of
full-time labor hired by farm size in acres

1-199 200-399 400-599

No. of No. of No. of
Monthly respond- respond- respond-
wage ents yA ents % ents A
$199 or less 0 0.0 7 5.3 5 4.0
$200-$249 0 0.0 7 5.3 7 5.6
$250-$299 2 18.1 9 6.9 2 1.6
$300-$349 3 27.3 22 16.8 25 20.0
$350-$399 1 9.1 27 20.6 17 13.6
$400-$449 4 36.4 34 26.0 40 32.0
$450-$499 1 9.1 8 6.1 7 5.6
$500-$549 0 0.0 12 9.2 19 15.2
$550-$599 0 0.0 2 1.5 0 0.0
$600 + 0 0.0 3 2.3 3 2.4

Total 11 100.0 131 100.0 125 100.0




G- \4

59
I
Size in acres
3: 600-799 800-999 1000 + Total
No. of No. of No. of No. of

T respond- respond- respond- respond-
- ents A ents - ents A ents yA
- 0 0.0 1 3.3 0 0.0 13 3.4
»

1 1.5 1 3.3 0 0.0 16 4.1
,
. 1 1.5 0 0.0 1 3.8 15 3.8
ak
- 7 10.8 2 6.7 0 0.0 59 15.2
< 7 10.8 3 10.0 4 15.4 59 15.2
;. 25 38.5 7 23.3 9 34.6 119 30.7
o

8 12.3 2 6.7 1 3.8 27 7.0
§§ 15 23.1 7 23.3 7 26.9 60 15.5
- 0 0.0 1 3.3 0 0.0 ’ 3 0.8
i
§i 1 15.4 6 13.3 4 15.4 17 4.4
H
é; 65 100.0 30 100.0 26 100.0 388 100.0
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Table 31. Level of monthly cash wage forcing a 25% reduction in the amount
of full-time labor hired by farm size in arres
1-199 200-399 400-599

No. of No. of No. of
Monthly respond- respond- respond-
wage ents % ents yA ents yA
$196 or less 0 0.0 4 4.2 1 1.2
$200-5249 0 0.0 3 3.1 2 2.5
$250-$299 0 0.0 2 2.1 3 3.7
$300-$349 1 14.3 14 14.6 5 6.2
$350-$399 2 28.6 3 3.1 5 6.2
$400-$449 2 28.6 25 26.1 19 23.5
$450-5499 0 0.0 9 9.4 14 17.3
$500-$549 2 28.6 17 17.7 22 27.2
$550-$599 0 0.0 4 4.2 1 1.2
$600 + 0 0.0 15 15.6 9 11.1
Total 7 100.0 96 100.0 81 100.0
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Size in acres
600-799 800-999 1000 + Total
No. of No. of No. of No. of
respond- respond- respond- respond—
ents % ents % ents % ents %
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 1.9
0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 5 1.9
1 2.4 1 4.8 0 0.0 7 2.6
1 2.4 0 0.0 1 5.6 22 8.3
1 2.4 1 4.8 0 0.0 12 4.5
9 21.4 2 9.5 1 5.6 58 21.9
4 9.5 1 4.8 3 16.7 31 11.7
12 28.6 7 33.3 5 27.8 65 24.5
4 9.5 1 4.8 2 11.1 12 4.5
10 23.8 8 38.1 6 33.3 48 18.1
42 100.0 21 100.0 18 100.0 265 100.0
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Fringe Benefits and Bonuses

Most full-time employees received some kind of fringe benefit or bonus.
This was also true of many part—time employees. The most common benefits
to full-time employees were such items as a house, farm produce, etc. A
noon meal was the most common item provided part-time employees. Also,
often times, employees are given a bonus during the year or at the end of
the year to insure they will stay the entire year or to pay them for excep-
tional work. Therefore, a portion of the questionnaire was concerned with
determining the types of benefits provided to employees, their estimated
yearly value and the amount of any bonuses paid out during the year.

Among the six items listed in Table 32, as fringe benefits which
ehployers indicated they provided to full and part-time employees, the pro-
vision of a house was most common for full-time laborers and board (meals)
was most common for part-time employees. The meals furnished part;time
workers were normally noon meals provided by the emwmployer. Actually, most
part—time laborers were not given any fringe benefits. They worked only
for cash wages or cash plus a bonus. Nearly all full-time employees
received some benefits. The value of these benefits was $900 or more for
the majority of workers in all economic areas and $1000 or more for the
largest number in each area except the South Central Iowa economic area
(Table 33).

The bonuses considered were those in the form of a cash payment. The
amount paid to employees was generally under $300 for both part-time and
full-time employees as can be seen from Table 34. Also, although not
shown, most of the bonuses given part-time employees were lass than $100.

There appeared to be no definite relationship between the amount of
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Table 32. Fringe benefits provided to full-time and part—time workers

Full-time Part-time

Benefits # pA # %
Room 34 10.3 28 7.1
Board 59 17.9 144 36.7
House 217 66.0 16 4.1
Utilities 167 50.8 11 2.8
Insurance 80 24.3 22 5.6
Farm produce 191 58.1 28 7.1

Total 329 -~ 392 -

cash wage paid, the amount of bonuses paid and the value of benefits pro-—
vided. It might be expected that some farmers paying a lower cash wage
would balance this by providing more benefits or a larger bonus, but chis

did not appear to be the case.

Desirable Attributes Sought in Farm Employees

A common complairt among farmers is that the employees they hire do not
possess the characteristics or attributes needed for work on the farm.
Therefore, the respondents wefé provided with a choice of 6 characteristics
or attributes which might be desirable to have in a full-time employee and
acked to select the three they thought were most important. A space was
also provided to list any others they might prefer. The following are the
characteristics or attributes from which selections were made:

(1) Ability to reason and make decisions
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Table 33. Estimated yearly value of benefits provided to full-time
employees by economic area

Economic
Value of N.W. S.W. N.C. C.
benefits # 7 i yA 7 % 7 pA
$199 or less 7 15.6 5 15.6 4 25.0 3 5.4
$200-5299 1 2.2 1 3.1 0 0.0 3 5.4
$300-$399 2 4.4 1 3.1 i 6.3 10 i7.9
$400-5499 3 6.7 2 6.3 1 6.3 3 5.4
$500-$599 1 2.2 1 3.1 0 0.0 1 1.8
$600-$699 z 4.4 2 6.3 11 6.3 1 1.8
$700-$799 2 4.4 5 15.6 1 6.3 9 16.1
$800-$899 5 11.1 0 0.0 1 6.3 2 3.6
$900-$999 0 0.0 4 12.5 0 0.0 6 10.7
$1000 + 22 48.9 11 34.4 7 43.8 18 32.1
Total 45 100.0 32 100.0 16 100.0 56 100.0

33ee Figure 1 for location of economic areas.
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area
S.C. N.E. E.C. S.E. Total

i# % # % ¥ % i % i %
2 20.0 1 3.8 5 15.9 4 12.5 31 12.4
0 0.0 1 3.8 1 3.1 1 3.1 8 3.2
2 20.0 2 7.7 c 0.0 2 6.3 20 8.0
2 20.0 2 7.7 0 0.0 2 6.3 15 6.0
0 0.0 1l 3.8 0 0.0 2 6.3 6 2.4
0 0.0 0 0.0 2 6.3 2 6.3 10 4.0
1 10.0 3 11.5 2 6.3 2 6.3 25 10.0
1 10.0 5 19.2 1 3.1 2 6.3 17 6.8
0 0.0 5 19.2 5 15.6 4 12.5 24 9.6
2 20.0 6 23.1 16 50.0 11 34.4 93 37.3
10 100.0 26 100.0 32 100.0 32 100.0 249 100.0
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Table 34. Annual cash bonuses paid to part—time snd full-time employees

Part—-time Full-time
Bonus paid i# A # %
$199 or less 32 82.0 80 45.5
$200-$299 4 10.3 38 21.6
$300-$399 0 0.0 24 13.6
$400-$499 1 2.6 6 3.4
$500-$599 i 2.6 7 4.0
$600-$699 0 0.0 4 2.3
$700-$799 0 0.0 3 1.7
$800-5899 0 0.0 3 1.7
$900-$999 1 2.6 1 0.6
$1000 + 0 0.0 10 5.7
Total 39 100.0 176 . 100.0

(2) Ability to follow directions

(3) Ability to operate mechanical equipment

(4) Ability to handle livestock

(5) Ability to communicate

(6) Ability to supervise

(7) Other (includes such items as honesty and reliability, willingness
to work, etc.).

Table 35 would indicate that between hiring and non-hiring farms and

hence also, among all farms there was little variance as to which
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Table 35. Characteristics sought in laborers by farms hiring labor, farms
not hiring labor and all farms

D i b RE BB Thay Vit T I

Non-hiring farms Hiring farms Total
No. of No. of No. of
respond— respond- respond—
Characteristics ents y/A ents yA ents %
Ability to reason
and make decisions 243 66.8 366 75.8 609 71.9
Ability to follow
directions 248 68.1 329 68.1 577 638.1
Ability to operate
equipment 269 73.9 393 81.4 652 73.5
Ability to handle
livestock 162 44.5 281 58.2 445 52.3
Ability to
communicate 68 18.7 109 22.6 177  20.9
Ability to
supervise 12 3.3 42 8.7 54 6.4
Other 20 5.5 29 6.0 49 5.8
Total 364 - 483 - 847 -

characteristics were most desired. In each instance, 68 percent or greater
of the respondents indicated ability to reason and make decisions, ability

to follow directions, and ability to operate mechanical equipment as being

- p Sk e , ——
3 Rt o Daar 0w " ’

most important.

~

[\ et

When the responses were broken down into farm types (Table 36), there

begins to appear some selectivity of characteristics. The avility to reason

and make decisions and the ability to follow directions were still important

to all the respondents regardless of farm type. But the ability to operate
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mechanical equipment was chosen by more respondents on grain and dairy
farms where there would conceivably be a higher amount of complicated
equipment in use and the ability to handle livestock was gilven greater
emphasis on farms specializing in livestock enterprises.

None of the respondents appeared to show any interest in the employee's
ability to supervise other people or to assume a responsibility for a major
portion of the work load. It would seem that as farm size increases in the

future this would become a more important characteristic wanted in men hired

for farm work but it did not appear here.

Sources of Hired Labor

The respondents were given a list of 5 sources that might be used in
locating hired laborers plus the opportunity to add any sources not listed.
1f they currently were not hiring any laborers they were asked to indicate
the first source they would use to find one if needed. If they were hiring
laborers they were asked to indicate those sources they utilized in obtain-
ing their employees. Hence, for the related tables which follow, the total
number of respondents using all sources may be greater than the number of
respondents in the group. The sources listed were as follows:

(1) Hiring away from a neighboring farmer

(2) Placing an ad in a local newspaper

(3) Placing an ad in a national or regional farm magazine

(4) Contacting the county extension agent

(5) Contacting the Iowa State Employment Service

(6) Through personal contact or word of mouth

The largest number of the farmers who had hired labor in 1967
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indicated that they did so through persomal contact. This meant they either
knew the laborer before hand or learned about him from friends or business
associates. The second most used method for locating an employee for these
farmers was through an ad in the local newspaper.

Table 37 shows how the responses of those people who did not hire any
labor in 1967 compared with those farmers who did. The largest percent of
those men who did not hire any labor said they would use the local news-—
paper as their first choice with the Iowa State Employment Service second
and personal contact third. However, those farmers who did hire employees

indicated their most common source was personal contact.

Table 37. Sources of hired labor by hiring and non-hiring farms

Non-hiring farms Hiring farms Total
No. of No. of No. of
respond- respond- respond-
Source ents % ents % ents %
Hire away from neighbor 19 7.2 51 11.4 70 9.8
Local newspaper 100 38.0 130 29.0 230 32.3
National or regional
magazines 7 2.7 14 3.1 21 2.9
County extension agent 37 14.1 36 8.0 73 10.2
Iowa State Employment
Service 84 31.9 98 21.8 182 25.6
Personal contact or
word of mouth 51 19.4 215 47.9 266 37.3
Total 263 - 449 - 712 -
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There was no difference between economic areas as to the source most
often used by farmers for locating employees. Table 38 indicates that of
those people responding to the question, the largest numbers in all but one
instance chose personal contact as the source most commonly used, with the

local newspaper again being second.

Summary

The responses given by the farmers surveyed indicate that even though
the respondents represented farms of all different types from all parts of
the state, they included very few farms specializing in livestock produc-
tion to the exclusion of cropping activities. All farms maintained their
large land basis. In addition to their cropping activities, they may or
may not have been specialized in a limited number of livestock enterprises.
Nonetheless, slightly more than half of the respondents hired labor in 1967.

The family labor contribution to labor on the faras came mostly from
operators and their sons. The operators quite naturally worked the year
round and the sons worked often times as high as 120 days. There were very
few wives or daughters who worked on the farm. Those few that did work did
so during the spring, summer, and fall with very few working during the
winter as would be expected. There were found to be no differences between
farms that hired labor and those that did not hire labor with regard to the
amount of family labor available. It is often suggested that family labor
substitutes for hired labor to some extent but such a situation did not seem
to appear in this sample. There appeared to be a direct correlation between
the number of days worked and the wage paid to children.

The majority of the part-time employees were younger than 20 or older
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Table 38. Sources of hired labor by economic area for farms that hired

1 labor

!

i Economic

% N.W. S.W. N.C. C.

3 No. of No. of Ho. os No. of

respond- respond- respond- respond-

J Sources ents % ents % ents % ents %
Hire away
from neighbor 9 12.3 10 19.2 5 14.7 5 4.9

il Local

‘ newspaper 22 30.1 13 25.0 10 29.4 30 29.4

- National or
regional

= magazine 5 6.8 0 0.0 2 5.8 2 2.0

! County

! extension
agent 4 5.5 0 0.0 2 5.8 7 6.9
Iowa State

o Employment

3 Service 17 23.3 4 7.7 11 32.3 25 24.5

il

‘} Personal

] contact or

il word of
mouth 36 49.3 29 55.8 12 35.3 48 47.1
Total 73 - 52 - 34 - 102 -

3See Figure 1 for location of economic areas.
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a
area
S.C. N.E. E.C. S.E. Total
No. of No. of No. of No. of No. of
respond- respond— respond- respond—- respond-
ents yA ents % ents yA ents yA ents %
1 5.0 9 13.8 5 10.4 7 14.9 51 11.6
7 35.0 23 35.4 15 31.2 9 19.2 129 29.3
2 10.0 1 1.5 0 0.0 2 4.3 14 3.2
5 25.0 5 7.7 8 16.6 4 8.5 35 7.9
6 30.0 9 13.8 12 25.90 12 25.5 96 21.8
8 40.0 35 53.8 20 41.6 21 44.7 209 47.4
20 - " 65 - 48 - 47 - 441 -
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than 60 and most were paid a wage of $1.50-$1.74, except in the northeast
and southeast areas of the state, and on hog-dairy and grain farms where a
higher wage predominated. »Most part-time employees worked during the

spring, summer, and fall, the busy seasons of the year, as would be expected.
Their skill levels were rated as semi-skilled for cropping activities and
unskilled for livastock activities. Most extra help hired by farmers is
associated in some way with crops much mére so than with livestock. As a
result, farmers are probably more acquainted with their performance from
that standpoint and wonld know better their abilities in that area and hence,
might rate them higher. Tneir competence level was commenserate to that of
being assigned several jobs at once.

Most of the full-time men employed were married and worked the year
round. Though monthly wages ranged from $20G per month to $600, the average
was $300-$349 for all farms and varied mostly by f<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>